818 INDUSTRY RELIEF MEETING
“ March 9 & 10, 1995
Burbank Airport Hilton
Burbank, CA

SUMMARY OF ACTIONS

Monthly report on 818 NPA actual code usage was presented by Mary Franco,
Code Administrator for Los Angeles. Mary will bring information regarding where
the growth is occurring to the next meeting.

J. G. Harrington presented SNET Area Code Relief Survey compieted
December, 1994. Geographic split preferred by 54% of respondents.

Dodie Barr and Greg Tedesco presented 708 Area Code Focus Group Research
completed April, 1994. 55% preferred overiay with mandatory 10 digit dialing
(after eliminating wireless only aiternative).

Paula Olivares led a discussion of the relative lives of various spiit alternatives.
Eleven Relief Alternatives were then discussed, attributes listed, and finally,
some were eliminated.

Relief Alternatives:

Alternative #1

1. Splits Burbank and Glendale, Arroyo Verdugo Region
2. 59% West / 41% East split

3. More growth in West than East.

Status: Eliminate; splits Arroyo Verdugo Region

Alternative #2

1. Splits City of Los Angeles
2. 46% / 54% split

3. More growth in East

4. Could balance with tandem
Status: Keep

Alternative #3

1. Splits City of Los Angeles

2. 41% /59% spiit

3. More growth in East

Status: Eliminate; splits Northridge and North Hills



Alternative #4

1. Splits Glendale and Pasadena, Arroyo Verdugo Region
2. Represents natural boundary (Arroyo Seco)

3. More growth in West

4. 66% / 34% split

Status: Eliminate; splits region and too imbalanced

Alternative #5

1. Splits City of Burbank (5 blocks)
2. Splits media cluster

3. 54% / 46% split

4. More growth in East

Status: Keep

Alternative #6 - 818 Overlay

1. Simplest overlay

2. Longest relief among overlays
Status: Keep

Alternative #7 - 818 + 213 Overlay

1. Customer confusion

2. Shorter relief period for new NPA

3. Extends life of 213

4. Loss of geographic identity

Status: Eliminate; shorter life, confusing

Alternative #8 - 818 + 310 Overlay

1. Really confusing to customer

2. Shorter relief period for 818

3. Loss of geographic identity

4. Subject to contingency (lawsuit)

Status: Eliminate; shorter life, confusing

Alternative #9 - Double Split

Splits City of Los Angeles

Reinforces Media Cluster and Arroyo Verdugo Region
Requires two new NPAs

Longer relief period

Requires dual permissive dialing

Growth is nearly even (areas about even)

Required 2/3 of customers to change NPAs

NO O WN =2



Alternative #9 - Double Split (continued)

8. Potential issues around permissive dialing

9. Adds an extra degree of confusion for the public

10. Look into city boundaries versus W. C. boundaries in San Gabriel Valley
Status: Keep

Alternative #10 - 3-Way Overlay

1. Provides shortest relief life

2. Subject to contingency

3. Historic 213 identity

4. Greatest loss of geographic identity

5. Customer confusion regarding intra-LATA toll calling.
Status: Eliminate, shortest life

Alternative #11 - Half Donut Split
1. 3-way with East and West having same NPA.
Status: Eliminate; too confusing

Public meetings were discussed
e 3-5 public meetings
» Coordinate with 619
« 3-way split - questions to be answered:
- Technical - routing and billing
- NANPA assignment

Volunteers for editing subcommittee:
Dodie Barr Jeffrey Grigsby J. G. Harrington

Jennifer Johns Michael Morris Walter Mosiey
Greg Tedesco

Time Line
« Lead time 6 weeks before first press release.
« Second press release 4 weeks prior to public meetings.

Issue
« Determine which portion of split alternatives keeps 818 NPA.



. 818 INDUSTRY RELIEF MEETING
April 11 & 12, 1995
Burbank Airport Hilton A?‘

Burbank, CA D“

SUMMARY OF ACTIONS

The 818 NPA NXX Code Growth and the 818 COCUS Preliminary Forecast were
presented by Mary Franco, Code Administration for Los Angeles. The 1995
COCUS submittal form was handed out and discussed by Bruce Bennett.
California Code Administration.

Donna Sylvestre handed out two recent CPUC Press Releases.

J. G. Harrington handed out an excerpt from pending federal legisiation (Pressler
Bill).

Harry Soukiassian of Hye Page proposed 8 digit dialing as a ;’e)ef alternative.

- fBaa{nate sl Ao s sobe g
/ Michael Morris asked for the status of assigning tandem codes by tho ds
groups. Ed Angle will provide status at the next meeting. L./ PS5 daﬁ/ éﬂ i

Paula Olivares handed out maps showing the four alternatives under discussion.

J.G. Harrington presented a spreadsheet of the alternatives using 818 NXX
growth and various assumptions. Paula Olivares summarized this work as

follows:
Alternative Exhaust date
2 W-818 1Q10
E - new 2Q03 ‘
5 W- 818 3Q06 %PS
E - new 1Q08 0
9 W - new 2Q12
C-818 4Q13
E - new 1Q13

6 818/new 3Q07



Dodie Barr presented an 818 Exhaust Relief Contribution from Pagenet DR P&
proposing an overlay of 818 only .

Paula Olivares led a discussion of the relative lives of various split alternatives.
AlternatlveQ 2 was eliminated because of short life by consensus.

A long discussion of dialing in alternative 6 took place.

Nine companies prefer 10 digit dialing because ﬁal%u‘
1. ICCF NPA Code Relief Guidelines section 5.3 recomm
2. partially mitigates competative issues
3. mitigates problem for business customers
4. less customer confusion

5. in use in overlays elsewhere

Two companies (including GTE) prefer 7 digit dialing because
1. consistency within state is important
2. 10 digit dialing statewide is burden for other NPAs
3. have permissive 10 digit dialing now

Three companies bellieve this is an issue for the CPUC to decide.
One company had no posmon at this time.

\/ Is therellme ’io implem 2nt %r portability prior to 818 exhaust? Ed Angle to

report back.

Walter Mosely suggested an editing subcommittee to draft 1) a script for public
meetings, 2) a press release and 3) Qs & A's. The team agreed to delegate
these responsibilities to a subcommittee. Volunteers for the editing Q\

subcommittee were: OQP

Dodie Barr J. G. Harrington  Paula Olivares
Gwen Blankken  Walter Mosley Kitty Wenrick

inda Bonniksen  Mike Murray
w/«/ﬁui«tL (
é 41 "L, @ team tentatively scheduledpublic meetings to be held the week of July 17th.

Anita Gabriellian will identify meeting locations. Specifics will be brought to the
next meeting. Paula Olivares will prepare a tentative budget for public meetings.
‘g_, AL Je nifer Johns will look into CATV sccess for public meeting notification.
B]Mt Dolma Sylvestre CPUC outreach office, stated she is here on behalf of the DRA
to observe. She is willing to be of assistance to all parties. Her comments are
not reflective of the four Commissioners. She suggested that the group might



DRAFT

want to present more than one option at the Public Meetings, giving the pros and
cons of each option.

Russell Fox suggested that #9 is not feasible due to political considerations.

Waiter Moselly suggested that #5 be considered as a consensus. 7 in favor, 4
opposed.

Russell Fox suggested that #6 be considered as a consensus. 8 in favor, 6
opposed.

All agreed to go back to her/his company to discuss and reconvene on May 1 to
reach consensus.



818 INDUSTRY RELIEF MEETING 0@
May 1 & 2, 1995 4 F
Burbank Airport Hilton ’
Burbank, CA

Report on action items from April 11 & 12 Meeting
1. Status of assigning tandem codes by thousands groups. (code sharing)

Andrea Cooper reported that this issue would require industry agreement - that it
was a national issue, not just local to California. Guidelines would need to be
written and agreed to. There are major probiems with the LIDB database if this
were to be implemented. To implement code sharing couid take 2-3 years,
potentially the same time frame as local number portability. Pacific Bell's
position is that it would rather expend the time and resources on a number
portability soiution rather than on code sharing.

2. Impiementation of number portability before 818 exhaust.

Andrea Cooper reported that number portability issues are being worked
nationally through the Industry Numbering Committee. The states of New York
and Washington are currently invoived in local trials. It is likely that the CPUC
will order a full-scale trial of number portability in California to be implemented
within one year of the effecitve date of the Interim Rules for iocal exchange
competition. Given the activity in the local regulatory area and the INC process
it is unlikely that a number portability solution will be implemented prior to 818
exhaust.

Consensus Discussion

Option 9 was set aside for now. The focus of the meeting was to try to reach a
consensus on option 5 or option 6. Option 8 may be presented to the public as
an altermative which was considered but not recommended.

Contribution by AT&T for consensus on alternative 5. After lengthy discussion a
straw vote was taken on consensus on altemative 5. in favor - 11, opposed - 3,
abstain - 4. This does not constitute consensus.

Next a straw vote was taken on a consensus on atermnative 6. In favor - 4,
opposed - 6 abstain - 8. This does not constitute consensus.

Six Wireless companies offered a contribution to be used only if a consensus
cannot be reached. Their contribution offered as a viable next ;tcp. to take both
alternative 5 and alternative 6 to the public meetings for public input.
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A review was made of the groups represented: LECs, IECs, CAPS, CLECs. and
Wireless Carriers:

The definition of Consensus was reviewed:

The two key words are materially affected. Today LECs and Wirsiess are the
matenalily affected groups.

A general discussion of alternative 5 and alternative 6 continued. The industry
segment concerns were as follows:

CAPs, CLECs and IECs viewed alternative 6 as anti-competitive.

Point noted: Cox Cable noted that the FCC, in its lliinois area code decision,
has indicated that competitive issues are relevant to area code relief decisions.

LECs viewed alternative 5 as a major disruption to existing customers.
Wireless companies were open to either alternative 5 or aiternative 6. In their
contribution suggested using a statistically reliable survey to gather more public
input.

A final straw vote was taken identifying alternative 5 as the only alternative fully
defined at this time. In favor - 13, opposed - 3, abstain - 3. This does not
constitute consensus.

Public Meetings

Public mesting have been tentatively scheduied in five locations: San
Fernando, Sherman Oaks, Burbank, Pasadena and Covina.

Budget and allocation of costs

A budget for Public Meetings and Press Release was discussed. For 5 Public
meetings the approximate total is $34,000. Pauila Olivares will develop a more
detailed budget for the next meeting.

Survey

A subcommittee was formed to pursue the idea of the industry sponsoring
stastically reliable survey.



Press Release date

Editing draft documents
Press Release
Script for Public meetings
Qs & A's

The following items were not discussed: % 4

Next meeting

The next meeting has been tentatively scheduled for July 17, 1995, pending the
CPUC ruling. The meeting will be heid, at the Burbank Airport Hilton beginning
at 9:00 AM.

| recognize there is a conflict with the 619 public meeting date. For those of you
not tamiliar with the area, you can easily get to San Diego from Burbank for an
evening meeting.
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June 2, 199§

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS

Ms. Paula Olivares

818 NPA Relief Coordinator
Pacific Bell

100 N. Stoneman Avenmue
Room 200

Alhambra, CA 91801

Re: 818 Relief Planning ‘Vorkshop
Meeting Notes for May Mees
Dear Paula: |

[ am in receipt of the draft rieeting notes for the last meeting of the 818 relief
planning workshop. I am surprised and corcerned with the significant omissions and
inaccuracies in the notes. [ mus request that you correct them immediately. [ am writing
rather than calling you because I believe it is important to document my concerns for the
entire workshop.

First, and most significantly, the meeting notes omit material that I specifically
requested t0 be included regarding the impect of competitive issues on the area code relief
decision. As you know, Les Baksr, one of the voting representatives of Pacific Bell, stated
during the discussion of competitive issues on May | that those issuss are “irrelevant” o area
code relief decisions. He went on 0 say that Pacific Bell did not believe that they should be
discussed as part of relief planning, and that it was “tough luck® for new entrants if they did
not agree with that position. [ then requested that this view be reflected in the meeting
notes. [ further requested that the meeting notes reflect that the FCC has a different view of
competitive issues under the recent [llinois area code decision. There was no objection from
any party, including Pacific Bell, to my request.

Later in the meeting, I provided you wiﬁpmpoudrzngorthepomonofthe
meeting notes that would reflect the discussion of competition-related issues. That text was
as follows:



Ms. Paula Olivares
June 2. 1993
Page 2

Pacific Bell stated that it believes that competitive issues are not relevant and
should not be considered in determuning what relief plan should be proposed.

Cox stated that it disagreed with Pacific Bell and noted that the FCC. i its
[llinois area code decision, has indicated that competitive issues are relevant to
area code relief decisions.

You did not object to this text, and in the four weeks since the meeting you have not
indicated to me in any way that either you, in your role as Relief Coordinator, or Pacific
Bell had any objection to any element of the text. Nevertheless, you did not include this

text, or any reasonable modification of it. Instead, you omitted any reference to Pacific
Bell’s position.¥

Given the events at the meeting and the reaction of Pacific Bell, the other
participants and yourself to my request for inclusion of this information, your omission of the
proposed text regarding Pacific Bell’s statements comes as a surprise. There is no question
that these events occurred, or that they were significant in the context of the meeting. If you
have any intention of producing meeting notes that accurately reflect the events of this
meeting, it is necessary to include a description of Pacific Bell's stated position on
consideration of the competitive effects of area code relief plans.

I can understand why Pacific Bell might wish to avoid public disclosure of
these statements. Nevertheless, Pacific Bell cannot cause them to disappear. There simply
is 0o justification for omitting them from the meeting notes, especially in light of the specific
request that they be inciuded. If nothing eise, your omission of Pacific Bell's statements

The omission of a description of Mr. Baker's statements on behalf of Pacific
Bell also is contrary to the approach adopted in the Industry Numbering Committee, which
has determined that a meeting record should reflect “succinct and accurate documentation . .
. of the major thrust(s) of the discussion that has taken place during the meeting associated
with a given topic.” INC Standing Committee Administrative Guidelines (Document INC

1/ In the process, you also changed the reference to my client from *Cox" to "Cox Cable."
As [ have indicated at every meeting of the 818 RclhfWorhhop.qunn_euCox
Enterprises, which has interests beyond those of its subsidiary cable operations. These
interests include the FCC license held by Cox's subsidiary Cox Communications, Inc. to
provide personal communications services in a region that includes the 818 area code. 2
license which was granted before the 818 relief process began.



Ms. Paula Olivares «
June 2. 1995
Page 3

95-0127-005) at 14. Indeed, omitting the Pacific Bell statement and altering the Cox
statement seriously distorts “the major thrust{] of the discussion” by, among other things,
making it appear that the Cox statement was made in a vacuum. Thus, the notes must be
corrected to reflect Pacific Bell's statements if they are to reflect the actual discussion at the
meeting and comply with the principles used in recording the meetings of INC and other
industry forums.

Although the omission of Pacific Bell's statements regarding competition is the
most egregious error in these meeting notes, there are other significant inaccuracies as well.
Descriptions of the other errors | have discovered are attached to this letter. [ am
particularly concerned that these errors, taken together, bias the meeting notes in favor of
positions that Pacific Bell has taken. Because these meeting notes are provided to California
Public Utilities Commission personnel, the dangers of such a bias are particularly acute.
Inaccurate statements, such as the claim that only LECs and wireless carriers are "materially
affected” by the area code relief decision, may lead the PUC to believe that those statements
reflect the view of the workshop, when in fact they do not. I know that many of the
participants have feit that they have been engaged in a constant, not entirely successful,
struggle to have the meeting notes actually reflect the discussions and decisions reached at
the 818 relief meetings. The errors and omissions in the meeting notes for the May meeting
reinforce my concerns in this area.

Please inform me if any questions should arise in connection with this letter.
Very truly yours,

Vi

cc: Participants in 818 Rslief Planning Workshop



ERRORS [N 818 MEETING NOTES

The following are descriptions of errors in and omissions from the meeting

notes for the May, 1995 meeting of the 818 Relief Planning Workshop. They are arranged
in the order they shouid appear in the meeting notes.

Location Text Error

Page 1 "The states of New York Description omits trial in Illinois.
Report on number | and Washington are which was included in Andrea
portability currently invoived in local | Cooper's discussion.
trials.”
Page 1 Nope Omits California Cable Television
Report on action Association’s statement that it would
itemns be facilitating contacts with cable
operators to provide public access or
governmental channel coverage of
public meetings.
Page 1 "Option 9 [a three-way The agreement reached was to0 set
Discussion of geographic split] may be aside Option 9 unless the group couid H
option 9 presented to the public as not reach consensus on another
an alternative which was option.
considered but not
recommended. "
Page 2 "The two key words are There was no consensus on this point.
Discussion of materially affected. This statement reflects the view of a
consensus Today LECs and Wireless | Pacific Bell representative. Other
are the materially affected | participants in the meeting stated their
groups. " (emphasis in disagreement with this view. It
original) shouild be atributed to a party or
interest group or omitted entirely. H
Page 2 *CAPs, CLECs and [ECs | These parties stated at the meeting
Discussion of viewed aiternative 6 as that an overlay is anticompetitive only
industry segiment m-eompmve in the abeence of 11-digit dialing and
concerns. (emphasis in original) oumber portability.
Page 2 "Cox Cable noted that the | As described in the letter, this omits
Discussion of FCC, in its [llinois area Pacific Bell's statements on this issue,
alternative 6 and | code decision, has indicated | seriously distorting the thrust of the
competitive that competitive issues are | discussion.
issues. rejevant to area code relief

decisions.”




Errors In 818 Meeting Notes
Page 2 o«

“

Location Text Error
Page 2 "Wireless companies were | This does not reflect the views of all
Discussion of open to either aiternative S | companies with wireless interests.
industry segment | or alternative 6. In their Cox does not support alternative 6 in
concerns contribution suggested its present form. Most wireless
using a statistically reliable | participants will support alternative 6
survey to gather more only if it includes 11-digit dialing,
public input.” (emphasis in | which is not included in the current
original) description of the proposal.
Page 2 None This section omits any description of
Budget and the discussion of whether the costs of
allocation of costs relief planning, including public
meetings, are subsumed in Pacific
Bell's charges for opening NXX

codes. In light of the views of the
wireless providers on this mater, it is

a significant issue.
Page 3 None The notes omit any discussion of the

Next meeting proposal to suspend action in this
adopted, but it should be documented.
In addition, the discussion of the next
meeting date, which makes the date
dependent on CPUC action in the 310
proceeding, appears to be an
impiementation of the proposal to
suspend action.

Page 3 *The next mesting has been | The agreement on the meeting date
Next meeting tensatively scheduled for was not contingent on whether the
July 17, 1995, pending the | CPUC rules on the 310 area code.
CPUC ruling.” (See above.)
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Robert J. Mirphty, Exscutive Secratary “_!__ Bl .:_L Sf__i-
Depertment of Public Utllity Control coldor i T2
One Central Pork Plaza o PHan TRme
New Britain, Comnectiat 06051 : . ._L n__
RE: DPUC Docket No. 94-11-21 ORI ¢ ») - S
Applicstion of The Southern New England Telephone Company | ﬂ'j!t s

Dear Mr. Muorphy:

Enclosed are an original and ten (10) copies of The Southern New England
Telephone Company’s (“Company”) supplemental response to the Department of Public
Utility Control’s infesrogatory nombered TE-22.

The supplemantal response provides the results of the talephone survey which the
Company conducted to detenmine customer preference ralstive to the refief alternatives for
the exhaust of the “203" Area Code. The resuits of the survey show that of the three

Should there be any questions concerning this submission, please do not hesitate to

An origisal and ten (10) copies of the foregoing bave been hand deliversd this
February 1, 1995 to Robert J. Mixphy, Exacutive Secretary, Departmant of Public Utility
Control, Ons Central Park Plaza, New Britain, CT 06051; anid two (2) copies of the
foregoing bave bean hand defiversd this February 1, 1995 to Jobhn F. Merchane, Office of
Coosumer Coungel, Suite 501, 136 Main Strest, New Buitain, CT 06051, and one copy sent
this Februsey 1, 1995, by First Class, U.S. Mail to all known parties and intervenors of
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Docket No. 94-11-21

Request No. TE-22
Supplemental Response No. 1
February 1, 1995 :
Page | of 1

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITY CONTROL
Interrogatories to the Southem New England Telephone Company

TELEPHONE SURVEY RESULTS

Witness Responsible: Kurt D. Anderson
Dr. Scott Taylor

Quastion No. TE-22: Provide a copy of the documentation of telephone survey to
determine customer preference of altematives for “203” Area Code
Exhaust that was described b the Company at the Meeting. Provide
a copy of the documented resuits of the telephone survey, when
compisted. Identify; the actual/estimatad costs of conducting the
talepbope survey.
Answer: Amtachment A is a copy of the results of the telephone survey which the
Company conducted to determine customer preference relative to the relief
alrernatives for the exhaust of the “203” Area Code.

The cost of conducting the survey was $79,800.



Docket No. 94-11-21

Request No.TE-22
Suppiemental Response No. ]

February 1, 1995
Attachment A

Consisting of 64 pages .

Telephone Survey Results



Customer Preferences for
Introducing a New Area Code
In Connecticut

Soathern New England Telephone

Prepared by:
The Taylor Group, Inc.

THE TAYLOR GROUP, INC.
6 Glanville Steet
Geesnwich, CT 06831
(203) 5320202
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Introduction

Background and As is the case in many jurisdictions across the country,
Objectives available telephone numbers in Connecticut are, at preseat,

in relatively short supply. As a result, a new area code will
soon be introduced in the stare.

Genenlly speaking, the most commog way of introducing a new area code has
aditionally been to assign the area code on 2 geographic basis. In other words, customers in a
defined area of a particular jurisdiction get a ew area code, while others keep the existing area
code. However, another method of introducing a new area code, referred to as overiay, has
begun to be used in cermin areas (most receatly in Chicago, and proposed for Los Angeles).
With the overiay method, the new area code is assigned to only certain customers within a
geographic area (for example, the new area code may be assigned to cellular phones or pagers, or
it may be assigned to new customers), while other Cusomers i that area keep the existing area
code.

Three possible area code introdnction methods are being considered for Connecticut ~
one geographic split method and two overlay methods. The three methods are the following:

o Geographic Split: This option would divide Connecticut into

two geographic regions. Everyone in ooe region would keep
the 203 area code; everyone in the other region would geta

1 The Taylor Geeap, Inc.
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new grea code

o Distributed Overlay: With this option, households and
businesses would continue to use the 203 area code until
telephone numbers run out. At that point, all new customers in
the state would get a new area code, regardless of where in the
state they live.

o Service-Specific Overiay: With this option, 2 new area code
would be assigned only to specific servicas, such as cellular
telepbones and pagers. The area code would remain the same
would relieve the telephone number shortage wemporarily; after
a few years, another option would need to be adopted.)

In December of 1994, Southern New England Telepbone commissioned the Taylor
Group, Inc., 1o conduct a quantitative research study whose primary objective was to determine
which of the three area code inzroduction methods customers are mast likely to prefer. More
specifically, the research was designed to help SNET understand:

e Which method castomers peefer on the basis of a simple
description of bow the method would work.

e How “education™ impacts customers’ preferences — that is,
what changes in preferences (if any) occur after customers are
given information about the purported strengths and
weaknesses of each option.

e What methods of communicaring the change are preferred by
customers;

e How all of ths issoes lissed above vary by typs of custommer

and demographic residence segments).

2 The Tayler Group, Inc.



This research study on area code preferences coasisted of
Study Method interviews, conducted by telephone, with random samples of

residence and business customers throughout the state of
Connecticut. Interviews averaged approximately 14 minutes in leagth.

o For the residence sample, interviews were conducted with a sample of 864 customer
housebolds, selected at runduiu uaiug & random-digir dialing approach. Within rach
selected household, interviewers asked to itﬁ?sﬁvﬁssﬁgﬁ
who knows the most about the way [the) household uses the telephone.”

Because ope of the area code options being considered would have 2 particular impact
on cellular and paging customers (service-specific overlay), there was a need to
easure thar the residence sample included a sufficient aumber of cellular and paging
customess (ie., customers of any cellular or paging service provider) to analyze
separataly. As a result, separate interviewing forgers were establisbed for cellular and
paging customers with a 203 area code; in all, a 82&».88:&!535&
200 paging customers were interviewed within the overall sample of 864.' At the
data processing stage of the project, these celiular and pager oversamples were
sutistically weighted back to their correct proportions in ﬁogégg

the totai sample results would be properly representative of residence customers as a
whole.

o For the business sample, interviews were conducted with 502 businesses, selected at
random from a list of customers supplied by SNET. Within each business,
interviewers askad to speak with the “the person in the company who knows the most
about the way (the] company uses the wisphooe.” Business interviews were split by
lipe size ~ 302 inmrvisws were conducted with smaller © mid-sized companies
(defined as those with fewer than 300 lines) and 200 were conducted with large
companies (300 lines or more). As was the case with the residence sample, the resuits
!Eésgﬁgﬁsggrﬂéﬁ

popuiation distribution.
! Plasss oo that for targeting pUrposes. cusomers were assigned w one of thess quota groups only. Thus,
casomars who bad both a celluier phons sad 2 pager ware counted ward oas of thase quots aaly (selected &
madom). AlSo. pisase 2ot HiIE 3 CUROmET wan wasklnel & wolluler or paging suctoceer if he/the. or someone
in the Aouseiold. bas a celinlar phone or pager. 1n other words, the designadon of calluler or pager was housshold-
besed rather than swiedy individual-based.
‘The Tayler Group, Inc.
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Sampling Error

The results from this survey are subject to sampling error.

Sampling error is defined as the likely difference between the

results from our sample of customers and what the results would

have been if we had interviewed all costomers in this universe, at a given leve] of statistical

confidence. The level of sampling error is a function of both sample size and the percentage

giving a particalar answer 1o a question. More specifically, sampling error decreases as the size

of the sample increases, and as the percentage giving a particular answer moves toward

conseasus (0% or 100%).

Sampling error for each major component of the sample, at the 95% level of confidence

and various levels of respoase, is as follows:

Residence Sampls Business Sample

Toml | Celular or Pager Toal |Smal/Mid| Large

(om864) | Oversampie (0w200) | (om502) | (ow302) | (p=200)
Level 0
10% or 90% +-20_ w-42 +-26 | +-34 | +-42
20% or 80% +-27 +-56 +-35 | +-45 | +-56
30% or 70% +=-3.0 +/-6.4 +/- 40 +/-52 +-6.4
40% or 60% +-33 +-63 +-43 | 4-55 | +-63
50% +-33 +- 69 w44 | +-56 | +-69

Thus, for example, if 80% of the residence customers say they prefer method X, we can
be 95% confident that the true percentage in the population who would prefer this method is 80%

+ 2.7 percentage poinss, or, roughly between the valoes of 77% and 83%.
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Summary of Findings

Background and Objectives

In December of 1994, the Southern New England Telephone Company
commissioned The Taylor Group, Inc., to conduct a research project to assess customers’
preferences regarding methods of introducing a new area code in Connecticut.
Specifically, the three area code options tested in the research were the following:

¢ Geographic Split: This option would divide Copnecticut into
two geographic regions. Everyonein one region would keep the
203 area code; everyone in the other region would get a pew
ares code.

o Distributed Overiay (refarred to in our interviews as “New
would continne to use the 203 area code until telephone
numbers run out. At that point, all new customers in the state
would get a nsw area code, regardiess of where in the stare they
live.

o Service-Specific Overisy(referred 1o in our intarviews as
“Specific Services™): With this option, 2 pew area code would
be assignad cnly o specific services, such as cellular welephones
sod pagess. Ths area code would remain the same for standard
talepbone number shortage tempocarily; after & fow yeass,
another option wouald need to be adopted.)

In general, this research was designed to peovide projectable, statistically valid
answers o the following questions:

e Which method of area code introduction do customers prefer
og & “wp-of-mind” besis ~ based only on a sirmple description

s The Tayler Groap, Inc.



of bow each method would work?

e How does “education” mmpact customers' preferences— that is,
what changes in preferences (if any) occur after customers are
given infonmation about the purported streagths and
weaknesses of each option?

e  What methods of commumicating the change are preferred by
customers?

e How do all of the issues listed above vary by type of customer
(Le., business versus residence, smaller versus larger business,
and demographic residence segments)?

This research consisted of telepbone interviews with random samples of residence
customers and business customers across Connecticut. In all, a tonal of 864 interviews
were conducted with residence customers; S02 interviews were condneted with business
customers. Both the residence and business samples are designed to be represeatative of,
and projectable to, the entire universe of residence and business customers throughout the
state. Please pote that the findings from this survey are subject to levels of sampling
ervor, for a detailed discussion of sampling etror, please see the Introduction to this
repoxt.

This section of the report presents a brief summary of the key highlights from the
research. Readers interested in a more detailed discussion of the findings are encouraged
to read the full report, which follows this summary.

Key Findings

L On the besis of en initial description of the three area code options and how

each would werk, customers are most likely to prefer the geggraphic split option - by a
substantisl margin.

o Geographic spiir was preferred by a total of 54% of residence customers and 54%
of business customers.

e Specific services was a relatively distant second when it comes to customers’
preferences — chosen by 27% of residence customers and 31% of business
customers. :
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